INTRODUCTION
Literacy and the consequences of being illiterate is a growing concern worldwide. South Africa, in particular, is often described as being in a "literacy crisis". In the Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) survey, which studies the reading achievement and reading behaviours and attitudes of fourth-grade students (Howie et al., 2007) South African Grade 4 learners were placed last out of 40 countries. The Western Cape Education Department"s Literacy and Numeracy Strategy document refers to "alarmingly poor literacy levels" (Department of Education, 2005: 4) . South African literacy statistics further reflect that some 29% of the population is illiterate (READ, 2010) . South Africa"s current school curriculum, originally introduced in 1997 as Curriculum 2005 and revised in 2005 as the Revised National Curriculum Statement (RNCS), places a high premium on literacy as a means to both personal development and the nation's economic prosperity.
However, despite the good intentions of the RNCS it would seem that literacy objectives are not being met. The report of the last Grade 6 Intermediate Phase Systemic Evaluation i shows that 63% of learners scored at the "Not Achieved" level in the Language of Learning and Teaching (LoLT) tasks (Department of Education, 2005: 78) . In the Languages Learning Area, learners scored 51% for the Reading and Viewing learning outcome, and only 31% for the Thinking and Reasoning outcome. What was further noticeable in the Languages Learning Area scores is the fact that learners achieved an average of 49% in multiple choice questions, but only achieved an average of 31% for open-ended questions. This seems to indicate that where test questions do not allow some form of recognition of meaning (as is possible to a degree in multiple choice questions), learners lack sufficient understanding and It would seem that although proficiency in the LoLT is an obvious problem, particularly when formulating responses, learners are struggling to make meaning of texts prior to formulating answers. As Calfee (2009:xiii) states, "the capacity to explain one"s thinking is critically important in school tasks" and underlines the importance of the development of comprehension. Based on the Systemic Evaluation results, it is clear that constructing meaning from a text is a problem amongst South African learners. Dixon and Peake (2008:74) point out that "if we are failing to teach children to comprehend what they are reading … then critical [thinking] is unlikely to be part of the pedagogical practices of many teachers". The question arises: how can the issue of reading comprehension be addressed in South African schools?
Knowledge of reading strategies as a prerequisite for reading comprehension
During the past 20 to 30 years, research has shown that comprehension "can be increased significantly when it is taught explicitly" (Paris & Hamilton, 2009:49) . Pressley (2001) states that " [t] he case is very strong that teaching … students to use a repertoire of [reading] comprehension strategies increases their comprehension of text" while Snow (2002:32) states that "because meaning does not exist in text but must be constructed from the text by the reader, instruction of how to use reading strategies is necessary to improve comprehension".
In essence, reading strategies are the things that skilled readers use to ensure that they understand what they read. Paris, Wasik and Turner (1991:692) describe strategies as "actions selected deliberately to achieve particular goals". For example, when skilled readers do not understand what they read, they will stop, re-read the difficult sections and try to determine what unknown words mean before continuing reading. By stopping when they do not understand, skilled readers are monitoring their comprehension, and by re-reading difficult sections, they are using a "fix-it strategy" (Klapwijk & Du Toit, 2009 ).
There are many studies that prove the benefits of comprehension strategy instruction. For example, there are studies that show that reading strategy instruction not only improves comprehension (Palincsar & Brown. 1984; Dole, Duffy, Roehler & Pearson, 1991; Guthrie, 2002; Stahl, 2004; Scharlach, 2008; Spörer, Brunstein & Kieschke, 2009 ), but that it also benefits other areas related to reading, such as self control and regulating while reading (Paris, Wixson & Palincsar, 1986; Haller, Child & Walberg, 1988) . Other studies show an effect on metacognitive strategy use in L2 test performance of low-ability groups (Purpura, 1998) and improved decoding abilities (Van den Bos, Brand-Gruwel & Aarnoutse, 1998) . Combining strategy instruction with other reading instruction methods have also proven to be of value, for example in a study by Wigfield et al. (2008) , who investigated the benefits of combining concept-oriented reading instruction with reading strategy instruction and traditional reading instruction.
However, despite the existence of research that shows the benefits of reading instruction, it seems that teachers seldom teach reading strategies explicitly, thereby depriving learners of the strategies they need to think about the process of meaning making when they encounter texts. Overall it seems that little, if any, formal comprehension instruction exists in schools, and where comprehension is taught teachers generally claim that they are still not sure how to teach comprehension (Liang & Dole, 2006:742-743) and are often not aware of existing comprehension instructional frameworks for teaching.
Research also seems to indicate that teachers have difficulty in implementing strategy instruction without professional development. The problem seems to be that teachers not only have difficulty in implementing strategy instruction without professional development, but that, while ample attention is paid to the professional development of teachers for teaching reading, little, if any, attention is paid to the professional development of comprehension instruction [own emphasis] and teachers and coaching literature continue to focus on general reading instruction (Sailors, 2008:647) . According to Pressley and Beard El-Dinary (1997) , teachers feel that comprehension-strategies instruction requires a considerable amount of classroom time and that teachers require a "great deal of support to understand and implement comprehension-strategies instruction". Block and Duffy (2008:28) agree that teaching teachers to teach comprehension is often difficult and time consuming and needs to be "collaborative, gradual and sensitive to the changing contextual conditions in classrooms". It would seem, therefore, that the implementation of strategy instruction not only requires intensive teacher development, but probably requires considerable change in teachers" instructional methods and approaches.
The key for teachers to make sustainable changes to their instructional methods seems to be that new implementations must adhere to specific principles, and importantly, must provide evidence that they produce results. Guskey (1986) proposes that teachers are only likely to change their beliefs and attitudes after changes in student learning outcomes are evident, while Pressley and Beard El-Dinary (1997) state that teachers will react to implementations that show clear and positive benefits or effects to learners. Sailors (2008:646) confirms that teachers "need proof that the topics and practices … actually work on their students".
The purpose of this article is, therefore, to present evidence that learners are able to acquire knowledge of reading comprehension strategies. The sections that follow provide context for how knowledge of specific reading strategies was measured through the use of quantitative instruments and how the resulting data taken from these measurements were used to provide evidence that the transfer of reading strategy knowledge occurred during the interventionhard evidence to teachers of positive change in their learners to encourage the sustained implementation of reading strategy instruction.
THE INTERVENTION

Background
The results reported on in this study are part of a larger study that was designed to provide a comprehension instructional framework for Grades 4 to 6 and to identify a set of core, "starter" strategies which could be used as a basis for future continued strategy instruction. A multitude of individual strategies has been identified and recommended for reading comprehension instruction over the years; these range from as many as 47 (Anderson, 1991:463) to nine (Block & Duffy, 2008:22) . However, more recent research seems to show that the trend is currently towards "teaching fewer, rather than more" and combining strategies (Block & Duffy, 2008:24) . In designing the research intervention, the strategies recommended by acknowledged researchers in the field of strategy instruction were compared to determine which strategies are commonly recommended and to include a combination of these strategies in the study. Based on Palincsar and Brown (1984) , Anderson (1991) , Pressley (1998) , Snow (2002) and Block & Duffy (2008) , seven reading comprehension strategies were selected to be used in the intervention (see Table 1 ).
During the same time that the pre-intervention data were being gathered (see PreImplementation Measurements), teachers were met in an information session about the research intervention. This session, a single session after school hours, consisted of providing the context for the intervention; a discussion of the strategies used in the intervention; a discussion of the use of the Teacher Checklist; and a booklet with additional information on the intervention strategies, lesson samples and sample hand-outs, such as story maps and summary sheets. Teachers asked for a week to prepare for their first lessons. Once they were ready to implement the intervention, the qualitative data were collected over a period of 15 weeks (two school terms) through classroom observations of their strategy instruction, unstructured discussions with teachers and samples of learners" work. During this time, teachers had ample access to support from the researcher at all times, in person or by phone or email. At the end of the 15 weeks, a second and final set of quantitative data, in the form of a Strategy-transfer Test (see Post-Intervention measurement), was collected from both the Experimental and Control group. The intervention strategies were selected to provide teachers with sufficient structure and guidance for attempting strategy instruction as a new concept, and to address all phases of the reading process, although it must be emphasised that, while the Before, During and After "categorisation" of the reading process is used in Table 1 , the three phases are merely used as a guideline for grouping reading strategies for the purposes of the intervention; the phases are not regarded as a finite view of the reading process. In essence, the Before Reading strategies aim to create a foundation for the During Reading and After Reading phases by enabling leaners to unlock the knowledge they bring to the reading process from their own contexts (Activating Prior Knowledge, and, to some extent, Predicting) while at the same time linking their "own contextual knowledge" to a reason/motivation for reading (Identifying Purpose for Reading) and to the guiding characteristics of the text type -fiction or non-fiction (Identifying Text Type).
Methodology
The original mixed-methods study uses a variation of what Creswell (2003:216) calls the Sequential Transformative Strategy, by utilising three sequential data collection phases: first quantitative data were collected (before the start of the intervention) through the use of a word reading test and a cloze test (see Pre-implementation measurements) -these data were used to provide context for the participants" word recognition and comprehension abilities before the start of the intervention and to obtain measurements about reading strategies from the Experimental group (see Participants) for comparison with similar measurements after the research intervention. In the second data collection phase, which occurred during the intervention, the qualitative data (classroom observations and interviews) were collected. This was followed by the third data collection phase, which entailed a second set of quantitative data after the conclusion of the intervention (see Post-implementation measurement).
Participants
A total of 163 learners from Grades 4 to 6 participated in the original study. This article, however, reports only on the two Grade 5 classes (n = 68) where it was possible to use a Control group within the same grade. The school that was used for the research serves a low socio-economic status, predominantly Afrikaans-speaking community. Although instruction is provided in both Afrikaans and English Home Language, each grade level typically has two or three Afrikaans Home Language classes compared to one English Home Language class. However, during the year of the study the Grade 5 level had two English Home Language classes taught by two different teachers. Since the study was conducted in English Home Language classes, it was possible to use a Control group and gather data within the same grade level for comparative purposes both before and after the intervention. Therefore, one Grade 5 class (n = 33) was treated as the Experimental group and received strategy instruction during the research intervention, while the other Grade 5 class (n = 35) acted as the Control group and did not participate in the intervention in any way. In total, 12 formal observations were performed in the Grade 5 Experimental class. The Experimental group consisted of 18 boys and 15 girls, while the Control group comprised 22 boys and 13 girls.
Instruments
In total, four instruments were used for collecting quantitative data about and measurements from participants before and after the research intervention.
Pre-implementation measurements
Three instruments were used for gathering pre-intervention data to create a broad picture of the participants" word-recognition and comprehension abilities before the start of the intervention. The baseline data were gathered through two tests: the Burt Word Reading test ii and an age-appropriate cloze test. Both tests were used to create a view of participants" abilities independent of teachers" opinions and existing Departmental Systemic Evaluation Reports. Neither the tests nor their results were deemed to be an absolute evaluation of participants" word recognition or comprehension ability. An Exploratory Test (ET) was designed and administered to the Experimental group before the start of the research intervention to obtain data for comparison of strategy knowledge transfer by the same group of learners after the completion of the research intervention. The ET was deemed "exploratory" because the concept of reading strategy instruction was new to the research school; therefore its questions tested learners" knowledge of reading strategies before they had been exposed to reading strategy instruction by their teachers. Similarly, it was not possible to predict to what extent the teachers who participated in the research would take on the research intervention, how many strategies they would be able to train during the research period (and, therefore, how many should be included in the ET). Although the ET was not considered a pre-test (which asks the same questions as a post-test) it asked questions about most of the strategies contained in the intervention. After the implementation of the research intervention, when it was possible to create a Strategy-transfer Test (STT) based on the strategies that had been taught by teachers during the intervention, it was possible to use three measures (see Results of Post-intervention tests) from the ET for direct comparison with the same measures in the STT.
Post-implementation measurement
A reading Strategy-transfer Test (STT) was designed to measure transfer of reading strategy knowledge in the Experimental group after the completion of the intervention. The data from this test were used for two purposes: (1) for direct comparison within the Experimental group of learners" strategy knowledge before and after the research implementation by comparing the measurements from the ET with the same measurements in the STT, and (2) for comparing the STT measurements between the Experimental and Control groups to determine the extent of strategy knowledge transfer in the Experimental group. In other words, in both instances the results provided evidence of whether and to what extent transfer of strategy knowledge had taken place in the Experimental group during the intervention.
Five measurements were taken in the STT. These included identifying the text type (TT), creating a title for the text (T), monitoring (M), questioning (Q) and summarisation (S). A rubric for each of the measures was created (see Table 2 ), with scoring based on a study by Hart and Speece (1998) , but significantly simplified to cater for Intermediate Phase learners. The scoring for each measurement was designed to allow a range of answers. For measurements which effectively could be scored as "correct" or "incorrect", a total score of 1 (No response) to 3 (Correct answer) was used. For measurements (Questioning and Summarisation) to which answers could not always be scored as simply "correct" or "incorrect", a score of 1 (No response) to 5 (Answer completely relevant) was used.
The five measurements were scored as follows on the rubric: No answer/incorrect answer Answer related to monitoring Correct answer Three separate scorers were used to score the STT, and an Intraclass Correlation test was performed on their scores. Portney and Watkins" (2000) ICC agreement index was applied to the results of the correlation test and showed that, except for one measurement (Summarisation at 0.60), all scores showed a strong (0.7 -0.8) to almost perfect agreement (> 0.8), thereby indicating an acceptable level of reliability.
In terms of the baseline data gathered for participants" existing word recognition and comprehension abilities, learners" real age and Burt age (as determined by the Burt Word Test) were deducted from each other to obtain learners" reading age difference. Once the reading age difference per learner had been calculated, a Mixed Model Repeated Measures ANOVA was used to determine the mean reading age difference for the grade groups that participated in the intervention. In addition to this, once learners" cloze scores had been calculated, a Pearson correlation was performed to determine whether a relationship existed between learners" cloze results and reading age difference.
A one-way ANOVA was used to compare the measurements from the ET (taken before the intervention) and STT (taken after the intervention) for the learners in the Experimental group. A comparison was done for the three measurements obtained from both tests, to provide an indication of whether transfer of strategy knowledge, as taught during the intervention, took place.
In order to report on the extent of the difference made by the intervention, Cohen"s d was used to perform an effect-size analysis on the ET and STT measurements to compare the differences (if any) in the Experimental group"s scores before and after the research 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
It should be reiterated at this point that the objective of the ET and STT was to measure transfer of strategy knowledge. The objective was not to measure the effect on, or increase of, reading comprehension levels. The discussion that follows, therefore, focuses only on providing evidence of whether knowledge of strategies was transferred, since this kind of knowledge is the first step to develop and increase reading comprehension. Through the implementation of the intervention over a longer term (such as a complete school year), the ultimate goal would be to measure whether reading strategy instruction, as taught in the intervention, has an effect on participants" reading comprehension.
Results of pre-intervention measurements
The Burt Word Test results showed that 76% of participants measured a reading age that was lower than their real age, which means that the majority of learners read at a level that was generally lower than it should have been in their respective grades and for their respective ages. Once the reading age difference had been calculated for all participating learners by deducting their real age from their Burt age, a Mixed Model Repeated Measures ANOVA (n = 283, F(3,140) = 18.9, p < 0.01) was used to determine the mean reading age difference (RAD) per group. The results for the Grade 5 groups are presented in Table 3 . The cloze tests were scored and an average score for each grade group calculated. However, the results showed no significant difference in the average cloze score of the respective groups, which meant that a comparison of learners" comprehension ability (as measured by the cloze test) and their word reading skills (as measured by the Burt Word Reading Test) did not seem possible.
The comparison of reading age difference (RAD) and cloze test scores, on the other hand, showed a relationship between a high RAD (weak(er) reading skills) and low cloze test scores (low(er) levels of comprehension). The low cloze score = high RAD trend was evident N Klapwijk & C van Although the majority of learners with a (high) positive-value RAD generally obtained a low cloze score, these exceptions seem to indicate, at least as far as the data for this article are concerned, that reading comprehension is determined by more than word reading skill, and conversely, that strong word reading skills do not necessarily ensure good comprehension. Large positive reading age differences were associated with lower comprehension ability and vice versa. Furthermore, as indicated by the significant correlation of r=-0.58, p<0.01 in the Pearson correlation, there seems to be a fairly conclusive link between poor word reading skills (as measured by the Burt Word Test) and poor reading comprehension (as measured by the cloze test). However, it is important to emphasise that word reading proficiency is not the only factor that would influence comprehension.
Results of post-intervention measurement
Although the Exploratory Test (ET) was administered before the intervention, its results were intended solely for comparison with the STT results. The ET results are, therefore, discussed as part of the post-intervention test results.
Data gathering after the intervention was done through the use of a Strategy-transfer Test (STT) which had two purposes: The analysis of Experimental group learners" change (if any) in strategy knowledge before and after the research implementation by comparing their scores from the Exploratory Test (ET) with the scores for the same measurements in the STT. Comparing the STT measurements between the Experimental and Control groups to determine the extent of strategy knowledge transfer in the Experimental group, and therefore, the overall effectiveness of the intervention.
Analysis of Exploratory Test data
As mentioned earlier, the Exploratory Test was not a formal pre-test; it was deemed to be exploratory because it was administered to the Experimental group before the research intervention, which meant that learners were asked to use strategies about which they had little or no knowledge. It, therefore, was only possible to determine which ET measurements would be useful for comparison with similar measurements from the STT data after the intervention. Upon completion of the intervention and after administering the STT, three measurements from the ET (n = 30) were used for comparison with the same measurements from the STT (n = 33) for the Experimental group.
A one-way ANOVA was used to compare the Experimental group"s ET scores for the three measurements before the intervention with their STT scores for the same measurements after completion of the intervention. Results returned a significant difference (with p<0.01) for all three measurements (S-Summarisation, M-Monitoring and Q-Questioning), indicating that the intervention had a significant effect on learners" knowledge of these measurements.
Cohen"s d (an effect-size analysis) was also performed on the ET and STT measurements to measure the effect (if any) of the research intervention on learners" scores before and after the research intervention. The results of the Cohen"s d analysis of the ET and STT measurements are displayed in Table 4 . The results in Table 4 indicate that the intervention had a "medium" to "very large" effect on learners" knowledge of the three measurements taken between the ET (comparison measurement) and the STT (treatment measurement), with the largest effect being on the Monitoring measurement.
Overall, learners" knowledge of Monitoring and Summarisation skills showed the greatest improvement. The increase in knowledge of Summarisation skills can, however, be considered more representative of learners" actual increase in both knowledge and application of the Summarisation strategy than the Monitoring strategy. The scores of the Summarisation measurement were calculated by judging learners" summaries of a paragraph. In other words, learners were able to present "hard evidence" of their application of the strategy. Monitoring, however, implies that learners are aware of whether they understand what they are reading, and if they do not understand, that they realise this and apply the appropriate strategy. Monitoring, therefore, is more difficult to measure in a written test, e.g. in the STT learners were required to answer the question "What must I ask myself while reading?" (Answer = "Whether I understand what I am reading" or anything related to checking understanding). In other words, although most learners scored well in this measurement, the score merely indicates that they were aware that they needed to check their understanding. It does not mean that they were, in fact, checking their understanding while reading.
In terms of the Questioning measurement, there was also an increase in scores between the ET and STT. However, the increase was mostly an increase in scores at a text-based level (from 1 to 3 or 2 to 3), rather than an increase in scores from a text-based to knowledge-based level (3 to 4 or 5). As can be expected, learners whose reading age was higher than their real age showed a smaller/no increase in Questioning compared to learners who had not yet attained the age-appropriate reading level.
Comment on Strategy-transfer Test measurements
In terms of striking a balance in allocating scores for the STT, it did not seem fair to penalise learners from the Control group unnecessarily because they had not been exposed to the intervention. In scoring their responses they were, therefore, given the benefit of the doubt when the weakness in their answers was due to lack of exposure to the intervention. To level the playing field between the learners in the Control group and Experimental group, question marks were disregarded. However, where Control group answers clearly showed that learners did not know the answer, such answers were scored as incorrect. Another example includes the scoring of the Questioning strategy (Q measurement). A question, however poorly phrased, was accepted and scored as a question. This means that learners in the Control group who had not received instruction in questioning techniques, but were able to provide a question (albeit poorly phrased), sometimes scored virtually the same as learners in the Experimental group who provided a well-phrased text-based question. An example of this is found in the responses of a learner from the Control group (5C) and Experimental group (5E) respectively:
5C Learner -How was the story for you [?] 5E Learner -Why didn't Luther miss playing basketball?
Overall, the results of the analysis of the STT indicate that the research intervention had a positive effect on the Experimental group learners" knowledge of the measured strategies. While it would not normally be logical to state that a Control group did worse in a test because they were not taught the specifics of what was being tested, it is possible to allege that the intervention did make a difference, since the comparison of ET and STT results for the Experimental group shows that the learners improved relative to themselves.
Analysis of Strategy-transfer Test data
As described in the Participants section a second Grade 5 class was used as a Control group in this study in order to determine the effect (if any) of the intervention on learners who received the research intervention (the Experimental group, Grade 5E) and learners in the same grade who did not receive the intervention (the Control group, Grade 5C).
A one-way ANOVA was performed on the STT data to determine the differences, if any, between the STT scores for the Experimental and Control groups. The difference was significant (with p < 0.01) for the S (Summarisation), M (Monitoring) and T (Title) measurements, thereby indicating that the intervention had a significant positive effect on the Experimental group"s knowledge of the measurements compared to their Control group counterparts. A trend (significant at 5% level, p = 0.02) was visible for the Q (Questioning) measurement, indicating that the intervention had some effect on the Experimental group"s knowledge of this strategy. The TT (Text Type) measurement showed little to no effect (p = 0.38) on the Experimental group"s knowledge in comparison with the Control group. Using Cohen"s d an effect-size analysis was further performed to measure the size of the effect of the intervention on the group scores for each measurement. F(1,64) = 11.142 p = < 0.01 As is evident from Table 5 , the effect of the intervention on the Experimental group"s strategy knowledge seems considerable. The results show an effect size of 51% for Monitoring, 40% for Summarisation and 25% for providing a title (also a form of summarisation). As mentioned earlier, the "very large" effect size score for the Monitoring measurement could be considered misleading, since it shows that, while learners knew they had to check their understanding, it does not provide evidence that they did in fact check their understanding. However, the results of the summarisation measurement are more telling -the scores for the S-measurement are based on learners" summaries and indicate not only that knowledge of the summarisation strategy was transferred, but that the Experimental group learners also were able to apply this knowledge.
CONCLUSION
At the start of this article we mentioned that research points to the fact that teachers seldom teach reading strategies explicitly, thereby depriving learners of the strategies that they need in thinking about the process of meaning making when they encounter texts. We also pointed out that it seems as if little, if any, formal comprehension instruction exists in schools, because teachers continue to find comprehension instruction difficult and time consuming, and do not always seem convinced that certain methodologies actually work. Roberts (2010:93) points out that, ultimately, "what is worth teaching is a matter of judgement" and "the fact that an activity works, does not necessarily mean it is worth doing". In other words, convincing teachers on the basis of research evidence that a new methodology is worth implementing may not necessarily be enough to ensure its sustained implementation. Teachers need very specific evidence that a new method "works"; they need evidence that the method makes a difference to their learners.
This article provides evidence that it is possible to measure the transfer of strategy knowledge, and that having physical evidence of learners" improvement should arguably act as motivation for teachers not only to implement strategy instruction, but to do so in a sustained manner. While the aim of the measurement of strategy knowledge transfer in this study was not to provide evidence of increased reading comprehension, the learners" metaknowledge of reading strategies seems to indicate that they are ready to implement the measured reading strategies.
As far as the formal inclusion of reading strategy instruction in South African education goes, the final draft of the Department of Education"s Curriculum and Assessment Policy Statement (2011:9-10) explicitly includes the use of reading strategies. While the inclusion of a focus on reading comprehension instruction is certainly a step in the right direction, concerns remain about whether comprehension is being addressed adequately in schools, and whether teachers have the requisite training to teach comprehension as part of reading instruction. Sailors (2008:652) points out that there still seem to be no studies about the professional development of teachers and comprehension instruction, and new teachers still enter schools "with the understanding of how to teach comprehension … based on how they were taught to read". Providing evidence of how learners become familiar with reading comprehension strategies is a necessary first step to encourage teachers to take a first step in teaching comprehension strategies, thereby increasing the possibilities of improved comprehension.
i The Intermediate Phase Systemic Evaluation is performed every three years. The most recent evaluation was conducted in 2009. Results were not available at the time of writing this article.
ii The Burt Word Test is used on learners of 6 to 13 years. The Test consists of 110 words printed in decreasing size and increasing difficulty. The words are read out loud by one learner at a time without help from the test administrator. Once the learner has misread or failed to read 10 consecutive words, the test is stopped and the number of correctly read words added together to obtain a total out of 110. The learner's Burt Age is determined by using the Burt Word Reading Test rubric.
iii Thalheimer and Cook (2002) 
